
































































































































calculations. 36 That is, it is assumed that none of the effects of the subsidies will be compensated for by 
antidumping duties. This would result in declines in domestic prices, shipments, and revenues of 0.1to0.5 
percent, 0.3 to 2.1 percent, and 0.4 to 2.6 percent, respectively. Appendix D provides a description of the 
model used for this analysis and complete results from the modeling exercise. 

PURCHASERS' COMMENTS REGARDING THE POTENTIAL 
IMPACT OF REMOVING THE COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDER 

Potential Short-Tenn Effects 

When asked about the likely effects of any revocation of the countervailing duty order covering 
imports of subject ER T from Malaysia, purchasers had mixed responses. Generally, purchasers assumed that 
with the removal of the countervailing duty order, there would be a fall in price ofERT in the U.S. market, 
which would reduce their costs. For example,*** added that as a result of the revocation of duty, there would 
be more-almost double-importation of ER T. Thirteen of*** responding purchasers reported in the 
supplementary questionnaire that they would experience little to no change in firm activities during 1998 and 
1999. ***reported in its questionnaire response that "anticipated reduction in rubber prices after 
(revocation) of duty would result in price pressure from (their) customers." One purchaser,***, reported that 
there would be little benefit in removing the countervailing duty, explaining that: 

The current CVD is less than one percent and since it is the lesser of two duties, it has not been 
levied in the past 3 years. The increase in ANTIDUMPING duty has a far greater effect. Currently, 
***percent, and will soon go to*** percent within a month. When the increase in ANTIDUMPING 
duty goes into effect, results will be catastrophic. We have already been burdened by the 
antidumping duty placed on a product that is not even manufactured in the***. This AD duty has 
allowed new foreign competitors to establish a foothold in the food-grade elastic netting industry. 
These foreign manufacturers are purchasing their ERT at significantly lower prices since they are not 
subject to the unfair duties imposed on US manufacturers.37 

Some purchasers clearly did not make that assumption of a decrease in ERT prices. For example, 
***claimed that the effect on their firm will be negative, and that "costs will increase by $200,000 a year or 
by 14 percent." The firm added that prices cannot increase at all since customers refuse increases in prices. 

Potential Long-Term Effects 

When asked about the effect of removing the countervailing duty order on long-term activities, 
. responses from purchasers were also divergent. Ten purchasers reported there would be little or no change in 
their firms' long-term activities as a direct result of revocation of the order. Of the remaining purchasers, 
most had the impression that there might be some changes in their firms' long-term activities. For example, 
***reported they would probably see a reduction in some prices. ***added that in the long run, the change 
in price would likely create a competitive market for ERT. ***added that they would be able to take 
advantage of some of the world market price advantages and the removal of the duties would enable them to 

36 The value used for the NCS was that reported to the Commission by Commerce on Jan. 8, 1998 (i.e., 6.76 percent). 
37 *** reported this response in its supplementary questionnaire. 
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pursue more areas aggressively by competing globally. ***added that any action that would decrease the 
price of rubber would then increase their margins. 

A number of producers somehow had the impression that removing the countervailing duties would 
dramatically increase prices, stating that the removal "may result in rubber shortages."38 ERT prices would 
increase, resulting in more costs for the company, which may result in the firm's prices not being 
competitive.39 In addition,*** reported in its questionnaire response that the price increase would slow 
expansion plans. 

Effect on the U.S. Market 

When analyzing the effect on the entire U.S. market, seven purchasers remarked that there would be 
no effect on the overall market, whereas five others reported that they were uncertain as to what effect there 
would be. A number of other purchasers thought the effect would be positive. For example, *** stated that it 
would have a positive impact on the ERT market because it would make them more competitive versus 
imports. Similarly,*** indicated that it would enable them to better compete globally. However, some 
producers indicated that revocation of the countervailing duty order would reduce their competitiveness and 
result in a reduction in demand for their products. 40 

38 ***reported this in its questionnaire response. 
39 *** reported this in its questionnaire response. 
40 See, for example, questionnaire responses from ***. *** indicated that few producers of narrow fabric would 

survive the transition. 
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PART III: CONDITION OF THE U.S. INDUSTRY 

U.S. PRODUCERS 

The Commission received completed questionnaire responses from Globe and North American, the 
two finns that have produced rubber thread in the Uriited States since 1990.1 As shomi in table 111-1, both 
firms are located in Fall River, MA. North American sells ERT throughout the United States, although most 
customers are in the mid-Atlantic states, New York, New England, Florida, California, Tennessee, and Texas. 
Globe reports that it chiefly sells on the East Coast, with individual accounts in other geographical areas. 

Table 111-1 
ERT: U.S. producers, their plant locations, shares of total U.S. production in 1997, and types of ERT 
manufactured 

Finn 

Globe1 •...........•...•.•..... 

North American1 
....•.•...•••••• 

Total ........................ . 

Plant location 

Fall River, MA 
Fall River, MA 

1 Neither firm is owned, in whole or in part, by any other firm. 

Total U.S. pro­
duction in 1997 
(1,000 pounds) 

*** 
*** 
*** 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 

Share of total 
U.S. production 
in 1997 
(Percent) 

*** 
*** 

100.0 

***. At the time of the original countervailing duty and antidumping investigations, Globe accounted 
for*** of domestic production with a*** percent share in 1991.2 The firm, which was established in 1945, 
also manufactures spandex on production equipment***. North American began producing ERT in March 
1987 when it purchased the thread production facilities of Pilgrim Latex Thread Co. The firm produces no 
products other than ERT.3 ***. 

Globe testified atthe Commission's conference held in its concurrent countervailing duty and 
antidumping investigations involving imports from Indonesia (invs. Nos. 701-TA-375 and 731-TA-787 
(Preliminary)) that it supplies the broadest range of gauges in the industry. 4 As shown in table 111-2, Globe 

1 A third firm, Qualitex, exited the U.S. industry in Oct. 1990 with the sale of its***. Qualitex's manufacturing 
facility had been located in Johnston, RI. 

2 Extruded Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 
3 During the period covered by the earlier antidumping investigation, North American produced *** quantities of 

shock cord from scrap material generated in the manufacture ofERT. However, that operation has been sold. ***. 
Conversation with North American, Mar. 31, 1998. ***. 

4 The higher the gauge, the finer the thread, and aecording to Globe, the more sophisticated the production process 
becomes. With a finer gauge product, the "level of care, quality control, engineering tolerances etc. are much more 

(continued ... ) 
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***manufactured fine-gauge and heat-resistant ERT during the latter part of the period reviewed; in contrast, 
the *** of production by North American was of standardized or heavy (mediurn)-gauge talcless ERT. 

Table III-2 also presents data on the importing operations of both Globe and North American. As 
shown, Globe began importing increasing amounts of reportedly high-quality ER T from Indonesia in 1994. 
The imports were manufactured by the Bakrie Rubber Industry, located on the island of Sumatra. *** 

Table III-2 
ERT: U.S. producers' imports/purchases of imports and U.S. production, by firm, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

*** The Indonesian product is a talcless commodity-type thread, with a gauge range of approximately 26 to 
40. ***.5 North American indicated that it***. 

Data presented in Part III, and in the remainder of this report, primarily are for the period from 1992 
to 1997 (i.e., that collected in questionnaires issued by the Commission in the current investigation). 
However, data gathered during the original antidurnping investigation concerning imports of ERT from 
Malaysia (inv. No. 73 l-TA-527 (Final)) are also presented in appendix C (tables C-4 and C-5) and, on 
occasion, referred to within the report. 6 

Industry data for the earliest periods includes the operations of three domestic manufacturers, · 
namely, Globe, North American, and Qualitex (a U.S. producer operating a plant in Johnston, RI, whose 
assets were sold in 1990 to ***). 7 Qualitex submitted data to the Commission for its operations prior to its 
termination of manufacturing and sales on October 26, 1990; those data are included in table C-4 and (where 
appropriate) in table C-5. The following tabulation presents the quantity_ of ERT produced and the share 
accounted for by each U.S. manufacturer during the period 1989 to 1991:8 

* * * * * * * 

Three Commissioners noted in their opinion in inv. No. 73 l-TA-527 (Final) that Qualitex's 
departure "accounted for a substantial portion -- but not all -- of the declines shown in production, shipments, 
and employment data during the perioo 1989-91" and that "Qualitex's financial condition was also 

4 
( ••• continued) 

intensive." Conference TR, p. 18. 
5 Globe's importers' questionnaire response and letter of Mar. 31, 1998. 
6 As noted earlier, for purposes of comparison and to assess the immediate impact of the countervailing duty and 

antidumping orders on the U.S. industry producing ERT, these tables also incorporate 2 years of data (1992 and 1993) 
gathered during the current investigation. Commerce issued its countervailing duty and antidumping orders for ERT 
from Malaysia in 1992 (in Aug. 1992 and in Oct. 1992, respectively) and 1993, as a result, was the first full year during 
which the orders were in effect. · 

7 As part of inv. No. 73 l-TA-527 (Final), petitioner claimed that Qualitex was forced out of business by low-priced 
imports. Respondents, in contrast, stated that *** and argued that the closure of Qualitex was part of a ***. Extruded 
Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 

8 Extruded Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 
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significant in terms of the overall industry's financial performance." Further, "the record showed that the 
remainder of the industry derived some benefit from Qualitex's departure in the form of some new (formerly 
Qualitex) customers and sales.'19 

In contrast, three other Commissioners determined that Qualitex was a related party within the 
meaning of the statute and that appropriate circumstances existed to exclude it from the domestic ER T 
industries (food-grade ERT and all other ERT). 10 Table C-5 presents summary data for the period 1989-93 
which excludes the manufacturing operations of Qualitex. 

U.S. PRODUCTION, CAPAOTY, AND CAPAOTY UTILIZATION 

Table III-3 lists production, capacity, and capacity utilization separately for Globe and North 
American. After the countervailing duty (and antidumping) orders went into effect in 1992, production for 
both firms increased steadily for the next 2 years, reaching a level in 1994 (when production of*** pounds 
was reported) that was only slightly less than the 1989 level (of*** pounds). However, domestic production 
figures showed a decline in 1995, followed the next year by an even sharper decrease. Production then 
rebounded somewhat in 1997 to a point that was either (in the case of***) comparable to what it had been in 
the year of the countervailing duty order or (in the case of***) that was still significantly higher than 1992, 
the initial year examined. 11 Domestic production trends during the 1992-97 period for Globe were affected, 
in part, by its previously discussed***. As shown by the figures in table III-2, acquisition of ERT by Globe 
(whether through domestic manufacture or imports from Indonesia) increased by*** percent from 1992 
through 1997, although much less significant declines in 1995 and 1996 are still evident. North American 

9 "Views of Chairman Newquist and Commissioners Rohr and Nuzum," p. 16, Extruded Rubber Thread from 
Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. The Commissioners concluded that "competition from the Malaysian product 
played an important role in the decision to close the Qualitex facility" and, therefore, they did not "entirely discount the 
declines in aggregate data accounted for by Qualitex' s departure." However, the Commissioners further recognized that 
"the decision to shut down rather than simply reduce operations may have been affected by considerations other than 
import competition. Thus, the observed aggregate declines and losses may have been exacerbated by factors other than 
the subject imports." The Commissioners stated that "we view the condition of the industry in the context of these 
conditions of competition." Ibid., pp. 16-17. 

10 Those Commissioners stated that an "important factor" (but not the only one) in their decision to exclude Qualitex 
from the domestic industry was "the degree to which inclusion ofQualitex would result in a distorted picture of the 
aggregate industry data gathered by the Commission." Further, "a review of the evidence reveals that the closure and 
liquidation of Qualitex' s assets in 1990 had a strong negative effect on Qualitex' s balance sheet in that year" and "a 
comparison of the aggregate financial data of the industry with and without the inclusion ofQualitex emphasizes the 
substantial effect closure of Qualitex had on the domestic industry as a whole during the period of investigation." 
Views of Vice Chairman Watson and Commissioners Brunsdale and Crawford, pp. 39-40, Extruded Rubber Thread 
from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 

11 The use of the term "base" period does not imply that 1992 is necessarily the annual period to which other data 
should be measured. Rather, 1992 was the first year for which data were gathered in this investigation. 
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Table III-3 
ERT: U.S. producers' capacity, production, and capacity utilization, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

reports that its production declines in 1995 and 1996 are due to***. Also, North American reported that 
imports from Indonesia began to affect its operations beginning in 1995. 12 

Trends for capacity utilization rates (which also increased steadily from 1992 to 1994, dipped in 
1995 and 1996, then rose again in 1997) were comparable to those for production. However, Globe ended 
the period with a capacity utilization rate of*** percent, which was significantly higher than that found in 
1992 (***percent). The firm produced about as much ERT domestically in 1997 as it had in 1992; however, 
capacity utilization rates increased since actual capacity to produce by Globe declined. Reductions in 
capacity were due to***. North American increased capacity somewhat in 1993 as it ***.13 

*** 14 *** 15 

U.S. PRODUCERS' SHIPMENTS 

Table 111-4 presents data on U.S. producer's shipments, by type. *** *** 

Table III-4 
ERT: U.S. producers' shipments, by type, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Data on shipments of specific ER T product groupings by each manufacturer are presented in table C-
6. Table C-6 shows the decline in domestically-produced talcless ERT discussed earlier as Globe began 
importing the talcless product from its Indonesian partner. 

Reported unit values for commercial shipments by Globe increased irregularly during the period 
reviewed, rising from$*** in 1992 to$*** in 1997. The per-unit value of product shipped by North 
American rose by***, increasing from$*** in 1992 to$*** in 1997. Aggregate unit values for the two 
firms***. In part, this is due to product mix as Globe produces relatively greater quantities of high-valued 

12 Submission by North American, dated Mar. 30, 1998, and conversation with North American, Mar. 30, 1998. 
13 Conversation with North American, Mar. 31, 1998. 

14 *** 

IS*** 
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fine-gauge ER T products. 16 Also, a portion of Globe's product is packaged onto tubes, and not sold in the 
form of ribbons or tapes; tube packaging adds approximately*** to*** cents to the per-pound sales price.17 

North American reported in its questionnaire response that the total effect of the two orders was to 
increase its sales from*** pounds in 1992, to*** in 1993, with the effect of the countervailing duty being to 
increase sales by up to*** pounds. North American arrived at this breakout by separating the effect of the 
countervailing duty order from the antidumping duty based on respective shares of the total"duties imposed. 
Between 30 and 40 percent of the effects would be due to the countervailing duty order using this 
methodology. 

U.S. PRODUCERS' INVENTORIES 

Table 111-5 provides data for U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories since the date of the 
countervailing duty and antidumping orders, or 1992. 

Table 111-5 
ERT: U.S. producers' end-of-period inventories, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

U.S. EMPLOYMENT, WAGES, AND PRODUCTIVITY 

Table III-6 presents employment data for operations at both Globe and North American. Trends for 
the number of production workers at Globe were comparable to those shown for the quantity of ER T 
produced and employment rose from*** workers in 1992 to*** workers in 1994, then declined, by*** 
percent, to*** workers in 1997. However, the hourly wages paid to those workers increased, albeit 
irregularly, from 1992 to 1997. Productivity also increased irregularly from 1992 to 1997 and unit labor 
costs were the same in 1997 as in 1992, with some interim fluctuation. 

Table 111-6 
Average number of production workers producing ERT, hours worked, wages paid to such employees, hourly 
wages, productivity, and unit labor costs, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

The number of workers producing ERT at North American and the hours worked by and hourly 
wages paid to such workers increased steadily during the first part of the period reviewed (from 1992 to 
either, depending upon the specific indicator, 1994 or 1995), then declined somewhat during the latter years. 
Productivity rose sharply from 1992 to 1995, or by*** percent, then declined at an annual rate of*** percent 

16 The same concentration in fine-gauge threads was seen in the earlier antidumping investigation where the unit 
value of U.S. shipments reported by Globe was*** than that reported by either North American or Qualitex. At the 
Commission's hearing in that investigation, William Girrier, Marketing Manager for Globe, testified that the difference 
was due to the number of higher-priced specialty compounds, including fine-gauge rubber thread, manufactured by 
Globe. As the gauge narrows, the cost per pound to produce rubber thread increases. Extruded Rubber Thread from 
Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 

17 Conversation with Globe, May 8, 1998. 
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in 1996, before rebounding somewhat in 1997. Unit labor costs in 1997 were comparable to what they had 
been in 1992. 
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PART IV: U.S. IMPORTS, APPARENT CONSUMPTION, 
AND MARKET SHARES 

U.S. IMPORTERS 

The Commission sent questionnaires to the importers which accounted for virtually all imports of 
rubber thread from Malaysia.1 Almost all ERT is imported from Malaysia into the United States by firms 
related to the Malaysian manufacturers. The principal importers are FLE-USA, West Warwick, RI (an 
affiliate of Filati, Selangor, Malaysia); Flexfil, Hickory, NC (an affiliate ofRubberflex, Kuala Lumpur, 
Malaysia); and Heveafil USA, Charlotte, NC (an affiliate ofHeveafil and Filmax, Kali, Malaysia). Each of 
these firms imported ER T into the United States both before and subsequent to the imposition of the 
countervailing duty and antidumping orders. All three firms received and responded to Commission 
questionnaires. An additional Malaysian manufacturer, Rubfil, exported a*** amount of ERT in 1990 and 
1991 that was sold to North American, the petitioner in this investigation. 2 North American ceased importing 
from Rubfil in ***. 3 Rubfil resumed exporting during 1993-95, but has not exported since that time. 4 It did 
not respond to the Commission's questionnaire. 5 According to information provided by the U.S. Customs 
Service, Rubfil's U.S. affiliate imported subject product valued at$*** in 1993, at$*** in 1994, and at$*** 
in 1995.6 

Data on importers' U.S. shipments received in response to Commission questionnaires were used to 
calculate apparent U.S. consumption. (These data were adjusted to correct for missing data from Rubfil.) 
There is some discrepancy, especially for 1992, between the import data provided by respondents and official 
data for imports of ERT from Malaysia maintained by Commerce. The following tabulation presents 
aggregate subject imports reported by U.S. importers and U.S. imports for consumption compiled by 
Commerce (or, in the case ofRubfil, by the U.S. Customs Service): 

1 There were several additional firms which sporadically imported ERT from Malaysia in amounts valued at only a 
few thousand dollars that did not receive Commission importers' questionnaires. 

2 Extruded Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 
3 lbid. 
4 Information provided by the U.S. Customs Service. 

s According to counsel for respondents, Rubfil's U.S. subsidiary is no longer active and its records "are not currently 
available." Also, Rubfil is "unable at this time" to provide the data requested in the Commission's foreign producers' 
questionnaire. Counsel further states that Rubfil has made no shipments ofERT to the United States during the past 2 
years, and "presently has no plans to do so in the future, regardless of whether the countervailing duty order is revoked 
ornot." Letter dated Apr. 7, 1998. 
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Item 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

Questionnaire data ( 1, 000 
pounds) ................ *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Rubfil (1, 000 pounds) ....... *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Total (1,000 pounds) ...... *** *** *** *** *** *** 

Commerce data (1, 000 
pounds) ................. 22,830 7,036 12,110 7,180 10,383 8,667 

Ratio of questionnaire 
to Commerce data (in 
percent) *** *** *** *** *** *** ................. 

The most precise calculation of apparent consumption results from using U.S. importers' actual 
shipments to their U.S. customers rather than imports entered into the United States. This is most true in 
those instances where U.S. importers hold inventories (especially when they fluctuate) and/or re-export some 
of the product they import. As will be noted in a later section of this n:port, the level of inventories 
maintained by U.S. importers declined sharply at the beginning of the period of review (i.e., from 1992 to 
1993), increased significantly in 1994, then remained somewhat constant for the remainder of the period. In 
addition, U.S. importers re-exported some, ***,of subject product. 7 A comparison of data on U.S. imports 
from Malaysia presented above (whether from questionnaire or Commerce data) to importers' U.S. shipments 
of those imports (presented in table 1-6) shows varying trends between the two datasets. Importers' U.S. 
shipments fluctuate somewhat less from 1992 to 1996 than do U.S. imports. 

The Commission also sent importers' questionnaires to firms that imported ERT from Indonesia. 
(Official Commerce import statistics show imports from Indonesia increasing from an insignificant amount in 
1992 to a quantity that almost equals that exported from Malaysia by 1997.) Responses accounting for the 
*** majority of such imports in 1996 and 1997, but a lesser percentage of the earlier years, were received 
from two firms (Globe, a U.S. manufacturer, and***). ***. 

U.S. IMPORTS 

Table IV-1 provides data on imports of ERT into the United States for the period 1992 to 1997. 
(Additional import data on the imports of non-food-grade and food-grade ERT into the United States are 
presented in tables C-7 and C-8, respectively, in appendix C.) As shown, at the time of the countervailing 
duty (and antidumping) orders, the vast majority ofERT imports were manufactured in Malaysia. Following 
the imposition of the order, such imports declined sharply, decreasing by over*** percent during the first 
year. The level of subject imports then remained somewhat constant over the next few years, although there 
was a temporary spike in Malaysian shipments in 1994. 

Table IV-1 
ERT: U.S. imports, by sources, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

7 Also, official Commerce statistics contain a small amount ofnonsubject cut rubber thread (or cord). 
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The quantity of total imports ofERT from all sources into the United States was about the same in 
1997 (***million pounds) as it was back in 1992 (***million pounds), although quantities varied a bit from 
year to year as suppliers changed sources.8 Imports increased sharply from Indonesia during the period 
reviewed. As discussed earlier, this is largely concurrent with Globe's***. By yearend 1997, Malaysia and 
Indonesia exported roughly equal amounts ofERT to the United States, and together accounted for*** 
percent of the quantity of total U.S. imports. Thailand and Canada are the other significant sources of 
imported ER T. 

U.S. MARKET SHARES 

Shares of apparent U.S. consumption are presented in table IV-2. 

Table IV-2 
ERT: Apparent U.S. consumption and market shares 

* * * * * * * 

Although there were distinct fluctuations during the 1992-97 period, the share of apparent U.S. 
consumption held by domestic manufacturers at the end of the period reviewed (in 1997) was roughly 
comparable to that held at the beginning (in 1992). In 1997, U.S. producers held a*** percent share (by 
quantity) of the U.S. market for ERT, a *** percentage point gain over the *** percent share held in 1992. 
As noted earlier in the report, the countervailing duty and antidumping orders were put into place in 1992, 
and then, later, U.S. imports from Indonesia increased. In 1992, the share of consumption (by quantity) of 
imports from Malaysia and Indonesia together was *** percent; in 1997 the combined figure was *** percent. 
However, the U.S. market shares for Malaysia alone fell by almost *** percent in 1993, and remained at 
about that level from then on. Market shares (by value) generally follow the same trend as those by quantity, 
but are significantly higher for U.S. producers. 

When asked in the Commission questionnaires to address the impact of any revocation of the 
countervailing duty order, Globe stated that***. 

8 However, the level of imports remained at a much higher level than had been found in 1989 (when imports of*** 
million pounds from all sources were reported). 
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PARTV: PRICINGANDRELATEDDATA 

FACTORS AFFECTING PRICING 

Raw Material Costs 

Domestic producers reported that rubber latex (the primary material input for ERT) accounts for 
between*** percent of the total cost of producing ERT. 1 The average latex unit values reported by U.S.· 
producers shown in figure V -1 2 exhibit *** between the first quarter of 1992 and the third quarter of 1994. 
Unit values reported by***, while***. ***. 

Two Malaysian producers reported average annual latex values in terms of ringgit per pound. These 
values were converted to dollars and are presented in. figure V-1. The average latex unit values reported by 
***are consistently*** than those reported by*** for every quarter except the first quarter of 1994. The 
unit values reported by importers*** from 1992 to 1993, then*** in 1994 through 1996~ then*** in 1997. 

Figure V-1 
Average quarterly latex prices, 1992-97 

* * * * *· * * 

Transportation Costs to the U.S. Market 

Transportation costs from Malaysia to the U.S. market were estimated to account for approximately 
7 percent of the cost ofERT (excluding U.S. inland freight) in 1997.3 This margin fluctuated between 7 and 
9 percent during 1992-97. 

U.S. Inland Transportation Costs 

Producers reported that their average inland transportation costs ranged between*** percent of total 
delivered costs. Importers reported a larger range, varying from between*** percent of total delivered costs.4 

I*** 
2 Individual firm purchase prices for latex are discussed in Part VI of this report. 
3 This estimate was calculated as the percentage difference of the c.i.f value over the customs value reported for 1997 

U.S. imports classified under subheading 4007.00.00 of the HTS. 
4 This estimate is a weighted average taken from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires. 
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Tariff Rates and Other Duties 

As noted in Part I, U.S. imports ofERT from Malaysia are currently subject to countervailing and 
antidumping duties, as well as the MFN tariff. Commerce has determined the net countervailable subsidy 
that is likely to prevail if the countervailing duty order is revoked to be 1.06 percent for Rubfil and 6.76 
percent for all other Malaysian suppliers. The antidurnping margins applied to ER T imports ranged from 
3.75 to 54.31percentin1996(table1-2). As shown in table 1-2, the antidumping margins for Heveafil, 
Filati, and Rubfil increased significantly during the last three administrative reviews. In contrast, the margin 
for Rubberflex declined. As a result of the URAA, the MFN tariff applied to U.S. imports of ERT has· 
decreased from the pre-URAA rate of 4.2 percent to 1.7 percent in 1997. 

Exchange Rates 

Quarterly data reported by the International Monetary Fund indicate that the nominal value of the 
Malaysian ringgit appreciated slightly relative to the U.S. dollar from January 1992 to December 1993 
(figure V-2), depreciated somewhat during the first half of 1994, and appreciated consistently through the 
second quarter of 1997. During the second half of 1997, the ringgit dropped by 28 percent relative to the 
U.S. dollar as a result of the ongoing Asian financial crisis. During 1992 through the first half of 1997, the 
real value of the Malaysian currency appreciated 11.8 percent vis-a-vis the U.S. dollar. The producer price 
index for Malaysia-- needed to calculate the real value of the ringgit--is not currently available for the second 
half of 1997. 

Figure V-2 
Exchange rates: Indices of the nominal and real exchange rates of the Malaysian ringgit relative to the U.S. 
dollar, Jan. 1992-Dec. 1997 · 

120~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
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Source: International Monetary Fund, lntemational Financial Statistics, Mar. 1995 and Apr. 1998. 
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PRIONG PRACTICES 

As noted earlier, the cost of producing ERT varies with the cost of the latex and other material inputs 
(e.g., various chemical additives). Moreover, ERT production costs vary depending on the gauge being 
produced and production volumes. 5 

***. U.S. producers and importers also reported that prices typically were determined through 
negotiation with their customers. Of the purchasers who responcied to the question, the majority of 
purchasers--15--indicated that prices were negotiable, while 13 others reported that prices were set by their 
suppliers. Most purchasers report buying ERT weekly, although 10 reported receiving shipments monthly. 

PRICES 

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers to provide quarterly data for the total 
quantity and total value (net of all discounts, allowances, and promotions) of two types ofERT that were 
shipped to unrelated U.S. customers during the period January 1992 to December 1997. They were requested 
to report their prices on both an f.o.b. (U.S. point of shipment) basis and a delivered basis (i.e., including the 
cost of U.S. inland transportation costs). Products for which pricing data were requested are listed below: 

Product 1: Talced ERT with a yield of 650-1,150 yards per pound (gauge range of24-34). 

Product 2: Talcless ERT with a yield of 650-1,150 yards per pound (gauge range of24-34).6 

***provided usable pricing data for sales of the two products. In terms of volume, these data 
accounted for approximately 49 percent of open-market shipments of the U.S. product and 53 percent of 
U.S. imports in 1997. In its original questionnaire response, ***.7 North American amended this estimate in 
a subsequent submission, indicating*** percentages of its sales during 1992-97 were talced. ***. ***in 
table V-1 and V-2.8 

The Commission also asked purchasers to report total quarterly purchases of ER T on a quantity and 
value basis during the same period. Twenty-nine purchasers provided usable pricing data for their purchases 
ofU.S.-produced and/or Malaysian ERT. These firms' total purchases of ERT accounted for approximately 
33 percent of 1997 U.S. shipments of the domestic product and 35 percent of 1997 shipments of the 
Malaysian product. 

s For example, more scrap is generated in the production of finer gauge products and fewer pounds are produced per 
hour. Conversation with***, Mar. 27, 1998. 

6 The Commission's questionnaire specified ranges of 650-1,500 yards per pound (gauge range of 24-34 ). The yards 
per pound range that corresponds to 24 to 34 gauge ERT is approximately 650-1, 150 .. All of the U.S. producers and 
importers were contacted and stated that the quarterly volume and value data that they reported falls within the 
definitions for products 1 and 2 that are shown above. 

7 Letter to Commission, Mar. 4, 1998. 
8 *** 
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U.S. Producer and Importer Price Trends 

Weighted-average unit values for U.S. sales ofU.S.-produced and imported Malaysian ERT are 
shown in figure V-3 and in tables V-1 and V-2. 

Figure V-3 
ERT: Weighted-average delivered unit values for products 1 and 2, by sources and by quarters, 
Jan. 1992-Dec. 1997 

* * * * * * * 

Table V-1 
ERT--product 1: Weighted-average delivered unit values and quantities reported by U.S. producers and 
importers, by quarters, Jan. 1992-Dec. 1997 

* * * * * * * 

Table V-2 
ERT--product 2: Weighted-average delivered unit values and quantities reported by U.S. producers and 
importers, by quarters, Jan. 1992-Dec. 1997 

* * * * * * * 

In general, the average unit values for product 1 *** from 1992 to mid 1995, *** during 1995, and 
then*** through 1997. The*** in 1995 may, in part, reflect the*** in the price of rubber latex reported by 
U.S. and Malaysian producers (figure V-1). This pattern is evident for sales of both the U.S.-produced and 
Malaysian products.9 

· 

The trends for U.S.-produced and Malaysian product 2 also show an increase during 1995. 
However, ***'s reported average unit values*** again in 1997, while the average unit values reported by*** 
and by U.S. importers of the Malaysian product 2 were*** after 1995. 

U.S. Producer and Importer Price Comparisons 

Margins of under/overselling are shown in table V-3. Unit value comparisons between the U.S. 
products and importers' sales of the Malaysian products were possible in 48 instances for***. *** 

Table V-3 
ERT: Percentage margins of under/(over)selling by importers 

* * * * * . * 

9 Average unit values reported by * * * show a slightly different pattern as they decline in 1993, and are relatively flat 
after 1995. 
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Price Trends Reported by Purchasers 

Purchasers were asked whether the U.S. product was superior, comparable, or inferior to the 
Malaysian product in terms of price. Of the 23 firms that provided usable responses to this questions, 16 
firms indicated that Malaysia offered superior pricing relative to U.S.-produced ERT. Seven firms reported 
that the U.S. product price was comparable to the Malaysian product. 

Twenty-six of 29 purchasers that reported usable quarterly data also reported buying the Malaysian 
product (table V-4). 

Table V-4 
ERT: Quarterly weighted-average unit values and quantities reported by purchasers, by sources, Jan. 1992-
Dec. 1997 

* * * * * * 

Average unit values reported for purchases of the Malaysian product increased steadily during 1992-
95, then declined during 1996-97. Purchaser data showed that average unit values ofU.S.-produced ERT 
decreased slightly during 1992 and 1993, increased sharply in 1994, and then continued to increase somewhat 
during 1995-97. The quantities of these purchases generally increased during 1992-94, increased 
dramatically during the first three quarters of 1995 and during 1996 (with 1995, fourth quarter excepted), and 
then generally declined during the remainder of the period. Average unit values reported for purchases of 
Malaysian ERT were lower than those reported for the U.S.-produced ERT throughout the 1992-97 period. 
These differences in unit values may reflect differences in the composition of purchases from the two sources, 
as well as price differences. 
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PART VI: FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE OF THE U.S. INDUSTRY 

BACKGROUND 

Globe and North American, the only U.S. producers ofERT since late 1990, provided financial data 
on their ER T operations from 1992 to 1997. Globe was also able to provide its 1998 and 1999 projected 
ERT revenues and costs; North American***. The 1992-97 data and Globe's.1998-99 projections are being 
presented and discussed in this section. Financial data on the producers' ERT operations from 1990 to 1992 
are presented in appendix C. 

Both producers have fiscal years ending December 31. Since ***, transfer sales are not being 
presented separate from trade sales. 

OPERATIONS ON ERT 

The results of the U.S. producers' ERT operations are presented in table VI-1. Net sales***. Table 
VI-2 presents selected financial data on a company-by-company basis. While the results of the two 
producers' ERT operations are***. Similarly,*** in 1995. On the other hand, Globe's***. (Table VI-3). 
*** 

Table VI-1 
Results of U.S. producers on their operations producing ERT, fiscal years 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table VI-2 
Selected financial data of U.S. producers on their operations producing ERT, on a company-by-company 
basis, fiscal years 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table VI-3 
Selected unit cost data for U.S. producers on their operations producing ERT, on a company-by-company 
basis, fiscal years 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

The variance analysis showing the effects of prices and volume on the producers' net sales of ERT, 
and of costs and volume on their total expenses, is shown in table VI-4: Although the producers' product mix 
has changed from 1992 to 1997, the extent of the changes does not appear to be substantial enough to 
invalidate the results of the analysis. The analysis, summarized at the bottom of the table, shows that the 
changes in operating profits from year to year coincide with changes (either increases or decreases) in unit 
revenues and changes (again, either increases or decreases) in unit costs. For instance, the*** was relatively 
mmor. 
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Table VI-4 
Variance analysis of U.S. producers' operations producing ERT between the fiscal years 1992-97 

* * * * .. * * 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES, R&D EXPENSES, 
AND INVESTMENT IN PRODUCTIVE FACILITIES 

Globe's and North American's capital expenditures and research and development expenditures, 
together with the value of their fixed assets, are shown in table VI-5. According to Globe, its capital 
expenditures were***. 

Table VI-5 
Capital expenditures, research and development expenditures, and assets utilized by U.S. producers in their 
operations producing ER T, fiscal years 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

SIGNIFICANCE OF EXISTING COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDER 

The producers were asked to discuss the significance of the existing countervailing duty order 
covering imports of ER T from Malaysia on the operations of their firms. Their comments to two specific 
questions were as follows-

1. Describe the significance that the existing countervailing duty order covering imports of ERT from 
Malaysia has on the operations (net sales, profitability, R&D efforts, capital investments, or other data) of 
your firm. You may wish to compare your firm's operations before and after the imposition of the order. 

Globe's response-

* * * * * * * 

North American's response-

* * * * * * * 

2. What do you think the likely impact of any revocation of the countervailing duty order covering imports 
ofERTfromMalaysia will have on (1) the short-term operations of your firm, (2) the long-term 
operations of your firm, and (3) the US. market as a whole? 

Globe's response-

* * * * * * * 
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North American's response-

* * * * * * * 

U.S. PRODUCERS' PROJECTED ERT REVENUES AND COSTS 

Both producers were asked to provide projected ER T revenues and costs for future periods by 
submitting a business plan. As previously discussed, North American***. 

Globe's 1998 and 1999 projections are presented in table VI-6. If Globe's projections are correct, 
its 1998 ERT sales will be***. 

Table VI-6 
Globe's projected ERT revenues and costs, fiscal years 1998 and 1999 

* * * * * * * 

FIXED AND VARIABLE COST ANALYSIS 

Both Globe and North American provided estimates of their respective fixed and variable costs. 
These costs are useful in analyzing a company's operations and assessing how their profits are affected by 
changes in sales volume (quantities). The costs should be particularly useful in forecasting changes in 
profitability when combined with the results of the partial equilibrium model presented in appendix D. 

According to Globe, about***. ***. 

Changes in the unit sales price will also have an effect on ***. At a sales level of***. 

According to North American, about***. 

Globe's***. 
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PART VII: THE INDUSTRY IN MALAYSIA 

MALAYSIAN MANUFACTURERS 

There are currently five known manufacturers ofERT in Malaysia: Filati, HeveafiVFilmax,1 

Rubberflex, Rubber Thread,2 and Rubfil. Table VII-1 lists information for those manufacturers that 
responded, at least in part, to the Commission's request for information. Each of the producers listed in table 
VII-I now exports product to the United States (and did so in the period prior to the imposition of the 
countervailing duty and antidumping orders). Although a party to this investigation, Rubfil was unable to 
provide the data requested in the Commission's foreign producer questionnaire.3 As shown in table VII-I, 
HeveafiVFilmax is *** and, according to its counsel, is one of the largest world manufacturers of ER T. 4 

Table VII-I 
ERT: Malaysian producers, their U.S. importers, types ofERT exported to the United States, and quantity 
and share of total U.S. exports from Malaysia in I 997 

* * * * * * * 

Historically, Italy was the major producer of rubber thread; a large portion of the technology and 
machinery was developed by Italian firms. 5 In the late I 980s and early I 990s, Italian producers gradually 
abandoned their manufacturing facilities in Italy and shipped production to plants located in Malaysia, the 
source of the subject imports. At least partially as a result of this shift, rubber thread production in Malaysia 
increased tremendously over the past 25 years. The first plant began operating in Malaysia during the I 970s 
and, as of I990 (the time of the earlier Commission antidumpmg investigation), there were six firms6 which 
reportedly supplied about 84 percent of the world demand for rubber thread. 7 

DATA ON OPERATIONS OF MALAYSIAN MANUFACTURERS 

Table VII-2 presents data primarily for the operations of the three Malaysian manufacturers that 
export significant amounts ofERT to the United States: Filati, HeveafiVFilmax, and Rubberflex.8 As shown 
in table VII-2, capacity utilization currently is high(*** percent in I 997). Reported capacity and 

1 Filmax is a*** subsidiary ofHeveafil. Conversation with counsel for Heveafil/Filmax, Apr. 6, 1998. 
2 Rubber Thread is a small Malaysian producer that has not exported ERT to the United States since at least 1992. 

Conversation with counsel for respondents, Apr. 7, 1998. 
3 ***. Letter dated Apr. 7, 1998, submitted by counsel for Rubfil. 
4 Conversation with counsel for Heveafil/Filrnax, May 27, 1998. 

s May, Ngam Su, "How Long Latex Thread Boom?," Malaysian Business, Feb. 16, 1990, p. 40, cited in Extruded 
Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 

6 Manufacturers in 1990 consisted ofFilati, Heveafil/Filrnax, Hume Industries, Rubfil, Rubberllex, and Rubber 
Thread. 

7 May, Ngam Su, 'How Long Latex Thread Boom?,' Malaysian Business, Feb. 16, 1990, p. 37, cited in Extruded 
Rubber Thread from Malaysia, USITC Pub. 2559, Sept. 1992. 

8 Petitioner questions the accuracy of production data reported to the Commission, especially that provided by 
Rubberflex. It cites a letter, dated June 6, 1995, circulated by Rubberflex where the firm states that it recently increased 
its output by about 40 percent. (Petitioner's prehearing brief, pp. 9-10.) ***. 
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Table VII-2 
ERT: Malaysian producers' capacity, production, shipments, and inventories, 1992-97 and projected 1998 

* * * * * * * 

production both increased from 1992 to 1997, with production rising at a faster rate (up*** percent) than 
capacity (up*** percent), resulting in a ***-point increase in capacity utilization during the period reviewed. 
The U.S. share of total shipments decreased sharply in 1993, the year after the imposition of the 
countervailing duty and antidumping orders. However, total exports in 1997 were considerably higher 
(specifically,*** percent higher) than the quantity exported in 1992 as the manufacturers shifted their 
exports to countries other than the United States. Home market shipments remained relatively constant (and 
insignificant) during the 1992-97 period. 

Aggregate projected 1998 exports to the United States are at a level somewhat higher than actual 
exports reported in 1997 (table VIl-2). Filati estimated in their response to the Commission's questionnaire 
that it would export*** million pounds ofERT to the United States in 1998, ***shipped in 1997;9 

Heveafil/Filmax projects 1998 exports of*** million pounds or*** exported in 1997; and Rubberflex 
anticipates shipping about *** pounds, somewhat ***than its U.S. exports of*** pounds in 1997. 
Production and U.S. export data, by firm, are provided in table VII-3. As shown, Filati has, throughout the 
period reviewed, exported*** amounts of ERT to the United States. ***. ***U.S. imports of ERT from 
Malaysia are manufactured by Heveafil/Filmax; its data show*** in exports in recent years, or since 1995. 
(***.) ***. According to its U.S. sales agent, Rubberflex ***. ***.10 *** 

Table VIl-3 
ERT: Malaysian producers' production and U.S. exports, by firm, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Petitioner testified at the Commission's hearing that, to the best of their knowledge, Brazil had 
imposed "corrective tariffs" on ERT from Malaysia several years ago and there are also protective tariffs in 
place by southeast Asian countries. 11 Counsel for respondents cites information provided by the ASEAN 
Secretariat that there are no current antidumping or subsidy orders in place for either Indonesia or Thailand; 
the ASEAN customs rate for imports ofERT from Malaysia is 10 percent.12 

U.S. INVENTORIES FROM MALAYSIA 

U.S. importers' inventories of ERT that were held in the United States are reported in table VII-4. 

Table VII-4 
ERT: U.S. importers' end-of-period inventories of imports from Malaysia, 1992-97 

* * * 

1° Conversation with ***, Flexfil, Mar. 24, 1998. 
11 Hearing TR, p. 24. 

* 

12 Conversation with counsel for respondents, May 27, 1998. 
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accesslng its Internet server (http:/ I 
www.usltc.gov or ftp://ftp.usltc.gov). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMA1ION: 

Bac:lqiraund 
Section 753(a) of the Att provides 

that. In the case of a countervailing duty 
order Issued under section 303 of the 
Act with respect to which the 
requirement of an afllrmatlve 
determination of material lqjury under 
section 303(8)(2) was not applicable at 
the time the order wa$ issued; interested 
parties may request that the · 
Commission inltlate an investigation to 
determine· whether an indusuy in _the 
United States ls likely to be materially =============. injured by reas~n of lmporU of1he . subject merchandise If the order ls· 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION . 

(lnv.stigation No. 7U-T~] 

Extruded Rubber Thread From 
Malaysia • 

AGENCV: United States International 
Trade Commission. 
ACTION: Initiation and scheduling of a 
countervailing duty Investigation. 

SUMMARY: The Commlsslon hereby gives 
notice of the lnltlation of countervailing · 
duty lnvestlgatlon No. 753-TA-34 · 
under section 753(a) of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1675b(a)) (the Act) to 
determine whether an industry in the 
United States ls likely to be materlally 
Injured by reason of imports from 
Malaysia of extruded rubber thread. 
provided for in subheading 4007.00.00 
of the Harmonized TarlffSchedu•e of 
the United States, If the countervailing 
duty order on such merchandise ls 
revoked. 

For further Information concerning 
the conduct of this Investigation and· 
rules of general application. consult the 
·commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, part 201. subparts A througil 

· E (19 CFR part 201). and part 207 (19 
·CFR part 207). 
EFFiCT1YE DA'TE: December 15, 1997. 
FOR FURnER INFORllA1ION CONTACT: 
Debra Baker (202-205-3180), Office of 
Investigations. U.S. ~onal Trade 
Commission. 500 E Street SW •• 
Washington. DC 20436. Hearing· . 
lmpalred persons can obtain 
Information on this matter by contacting 
the Commlsslon's TDD terminal on 202-
205-1810. Persons with mobility 
lmpalrments who will need spedal . 
imlstance lil galnlng access to the 
Commlssionshould-contatt the Office· 
of the Secretary at 202-205-2000. . 
Genei'al Information con~ the 
Commission may also be obtained by 

revoked. Such a request concerning the 
countervailing duty order on extruded 
rubber thread from Malaysia was filed 
on June 30, 1995, by North American 
Rubber Thread. Fall River, MA. 

Partldpation in the lnvestipUon and 
Public Service List 

Persons wlshlng ·to partidpate in the 
investigation as parties must rue an 
entry of appearance with the Secretary 
to the Commlsslon. as provided in 
section 201.11 of the Commlsslon's 
rules. no later than 21 days prior tO the 
hearing date sJ>eclfled In this notice. 
Industrial users and (If the merchandise 
under Investigation ls sold at the retail 
level) representative consumer 
organlzatlons have the right to appear as 
parties in Commission countervailing 
duty investigations. The Secretary will 
prepare a public ser'Vlce list containing 
the names and addre$se$ of all persons. 
or their repre5entatlves, who are parties 
to this investigation upon the explratlon 
of the period for filing entries of 
appearance. Coples of draft 
questionnaires will be sent for comment 
to parties who filed an entry of 
appearance by Januaiy 16. 1998. 

Limited Disclosure of BUslness 
Pnprieamy Information (BPI) Under 1111 
AdmtrdstratiVe Protective Order (APO) 
and BPI Service List 

Pursuant to section 207. 7(8) of the 
Commission's rules. the Seaetary will 
make BPI gathered in this investigation 
available to authorized applicants 
representing Interested parties (as 
defined In 19 U.S.C. 1677(9)) who are 
parties to the lnvestlgatlon under the 
APO issued In the investigation. 
provided that the appllcatlon ls made 
not later than 21 days-prior to the 
hearing date spedfled in this notice. A 
separate service list wlll be maintained 
by·the Seaetary far .those parties 
authorized to receive BPI under the 
APO. 

Scaff Report 

The prehearing staff report In this 
lnvestlg'lllon wlll be placed in the 
nonpublic record on April 1 O. 1998. and 
a public version will be Issued 
thereafter. pursu8nt to section 207 .22 of· 
the, Cornrnlsslon's rules. 

Rearm, 
The Commission wlll hold a hearing 

in connection with this Investigation 
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on May 5, 1998. 
at the U.S. International Trade 
Commission Building. Requests to· 

· appear at the hearing should be filed in 
writing with the Secretary to the . 
Commission on or before April 27. 1998. 
A nonparty who has testimony that maY 
aid the Coinm!ssion's deliberations may 
request permission to present a short 
statement at the hearing. All parties and 
nonpartles deslrlng to appear at the 
hearing and make oral presentations 
should attend a prehearing conference 
to be held at 9:30 a.m. on April 29. 
1998, at the U.S. lntematlonal Trade 
Commission Bulldlng. Oral testimony 
and written materials to be submitted at 
the public hearing are governed by 
sections 201.6(b)(2), 201.13(t). and 
207.24 of the Commission's rules. 

· Parties must submit any request to 
present a portion of their hearing 
testimony Jn camera no later than '7 
days prior to the date of the hearing. 

Wrtam Submissions 

Each party who ls an interested party 
shall submit a prehearlng brief to the 
Commission. Prehearlng briefs mUst . 
conform with the provlslons of seCUon 
207.23 of the Commlsslon'.s rules; .the · 
deadline for filing ls April 17, 1998. 
Parties may also me written testimony 
in connection with their presentation at 
the hearing. m provided in section 
207.24 of the Commission's rules. arid 
posthearlng briefs; which must conform 
with the jJrovlstons of section 207 .25 of 
the Conunlsslon's rules. The deadline 
ror filing po$thearl • .g briers ts May 12; 
1998: witness testimony must be filed 
no later than three days before the 
hearing. In addition. any person who 
has not entered an appearance as a party 
to the lnvestlgation may submit a 
written statement of information 
pertinent to the subject of the 
lnvestlgatlon on or before May 12. 1998. 
On June 4. 1998. the Commlsslon will 
make available to parties all Information 
on which they have not had· an 
opportunity to comment. Parties may 
submit flna1 comments on this 
information on or before June 8. 1998. 
but such final comments must not 
contain new factual Information and 
must otherwise comply with section 
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· 207.30 of the Commission's rules. All 
written submissions must conform with 
the provisions of section 201.8 of the . 
Commission's rules; any submissions 
that contain BPI must also conform witl 
the requirements of sections 201.6, 
207.3, and 207.7 of the Commission's 
rules. 

In accordance with sections 201.l6(c) 
and 207.3 of the Commission's rules, 
each document filed by a party to the 
i!lvestigation must be served on all othe 
parties to the investigation (as identifiec 
by either the public or BPI service list), 
and a certificate of service must be 
timely filed. The Secretary will not 
accept a document for filing without a 
certificate of service. 

Authority: This investigation is being 
conducted under authority of title VD of the 
Tariff Act of 1930: this notice is published 
pursuant to section 207.46 of the 
Commission's rules. 

Issued: December 16, 1997. 
By order of the Commission. 

Donaa R. Koebnb, 
Secretary. 
(FR Doc. 97-33596 Filed 12-23-97: 8:45 am) . 
BILLING CODE 711ZO-G2..P 

67407 



APPENDIXB 

LIST OF WITNESSES APPEARING 
AT THE COMMISSION'S HEARING 

B-1 



B-2 



CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International Trade 
Commission's hearing: 

Subject: Extruded Rubber Thread from Malaysia 

Inv. No.: 753-TA-34 

Date and Time: May 5, 1998 - 9:30 a.m. 

Sessions were held in connection with the investigation in the Main Hearing Room 101, 
500 E Street, SW, Washington, DC. 

OPENING REMARKS 

Petitioner (Peter Koenig, Ablondi, Foster, Sobin & Davidow, P.C.) 
Respondent (Walter J. Spak, White & Case, LLP) 

In Support of the Continuation of 
the Countervailing Duty Order: 

Ablondi, Foster, Sobin & Davidow, P.C. 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of 

North American Rubber Thread 

Mauro Primo, Vice President 
John Friar, Treasurer 

Peter Koenig--OF COUNSEL 
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In Opposition to the Continuation of 
the Countervailing Duty Order: 

White & Case, LLP 
Washington, DC 

on behalf of 

Malaysian Producers 

Donald Sartore, President, Jet Net Corp. 
Robert Boyle, Vice President, FLE USA, Inc. 
John G. Reilly, Economic Consultant, Nathan Associates 

Walter J. Spak 

Richard G. King 

) 
)--OF COUNSEL 
) 

-END-
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Table C-1 
ERT: Summary data concerning the U.S. market, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-2 
ERT: Summary data concerning the non-food-grade U.S. market, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-3 
ERT: Summary data concerning the food-grade U.S. market, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-4 
ERT: Summary data concerning the U.S. market which includes ~e manufacturing operations ofQualitex, 
1989-93 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-5 
ER T: Summary data concerning the U.S. market which excludes the manufacturing operations of Qualitex, 
1989-93 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-6 
ERT: U.S. shipments, by sources and by types, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-7 
ERT: U.S. imports of non-food grade, by sources, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 

Table C-8 
ERT: U.S. imports offood grade, by sources, 1992-97 

* * * * * * * 
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METHODOLOGY 

This analysis uses a nonlinear partial equilibrium model that assumes that domestic and imported 
products are less than perfect substitutes. Such models, also known as Armington models, are relatively 
standard in applied trade policy analysis, and are used extensively for the analysis of trade policy changes 
both in partial and general equilibrium. The analysis addresses the following question: If the countervailing 
duty order is revoked and the Malaysian export subsidies continue at the rate determined by Commerce, what 
will be the likely impact on U.S. producers' shipments, U.S. producers' revenues, U.S. imports from 
Malaysia, and U.S. imports from the rest of the world? 

The analysis uses 1997 as the base year and Commerce's reported NCS of 6. 76 percent. 1 For the 
purpose of this analysis, U.S. imports of ERT from Malaysia are aggregated. Other inputs used in the 
analysis include the range of estimates that represent price-supply, price-demand, and product-substitution 
relationships (i.e., elasticities of supply, demand, and substitution) in the U.S. market for ERT. The model 
uses these estimates with data on U.S. producers' shipments, U.S. imports from Malaysia, and U.S. imports 
from all other countries2 to analyze the likely effect of revocation of the NCS on the U.S. like-product 
industry. 

FINDINGS 

The model examines different scenarios of economic effects that correspond to various combinations 
· of the ranges of elasticities discussed in Part II of this report. As noted in Part II, the analysis assumes that 
the antidumping margins do not reflect the price effects of the subsidies. Table D-1 shows the inputs that are 
used in the analysis. The model results, shown in table D-2, suggest that had revocation of the NCS occurred 
in 1997 (the base year), the Malaysian exporters would likely have been able to lower their prices by 3.3 to 
5. I percent, increase their shipments to the U.S. market by 7. 9 to 15 .1 percent, and increase revenues by 3 .2 
to 10.3 percent. The U.S. industry would have experienced a decline in domestic prices (0.1to0.5 percent), 
output (0.3 to 2.1 percent), and consequently revenues (0.4 to 2.6 percent). U.S. capacity utilization would 
also have declined to levels ranging from*** to*** percent. Similarly, nonsubject import prices, shipments, 
and revenues would have declined. 3 

1 The lower NCS reported for Rubfil does not apply since the firm***. 
2 U.S. import data are entered on a customs value basis and a ianded duty-paid basis and thus provide a measure for 

transportation, tariffs, and other costs. 
3 These results are roughly comparable to those reported in exhibit 2 of the respondents' posthearing brief. The slight 

differences in the results stem from revisions that were made to some of the base data (namely the value of domestic 
shipments) during the course of the investigation, and differences in the structure of the respective models. 
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· Tab1e<o;;1 .. , · 
,· .. · . . : . . . 
llJlodel ·inputs=· 

U.S. domestic shipments ($1,000) ••• 

U.S. imports from Malaysia, customs value ($1,000) ••• 

U.S. imports from Malaysia, landed duty-paid ($1,000) ••• 

U.S. imports from all other countries, customs value ($1,000) ••• 

U.S. imports from all other countries, landed duty-paid ($1,000) ••• 

U.S. capacity utilization (percent) ••• 

Substitution elasticity 2to 4 

Demand elasticity 0.8to 1.5 

Supply elasticities: 

Domestic 3to 5 

Malaysian 3to 5 

All other suppliers 5 to 10 
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Table 0~2 
ERT: ·Estimated effects cif countervailin!l duty elimination ori the overall i.J.S~ m~rket· ·.·· ·.·. ; 

. 
ESTiMATED IMPA~ToN U;S~ MARKET· .. 

Item 
.. 

Case 1 ··ca5e2· ·easel . case4 case s case. s Case7 cases 

Domestic ERT: 

Price -0.3% -0.2% -0.1% -0.1% -0.5% -0.4% -0.3% -0.3% 

Shipments (Quantity) -0.8% -1.0% -0.3% -0.4% -1.5% -2.1% -1.0% -1.5% 

Revenue -1.1% -1.2% -0.4% -0.5% -2.0% -2.6% -1.3% -1.8% 

Malaysian ERT: ..... ,;, ; ... : 
Import price -4.4% -5.1% -4.2% -5.0% -3.4% -4.2% -3.3% -4.1% 

Shipments (Quantity) 7.9% 9.4% 8.5% 10.1% 11.0% 14.3% 11.6% 15.1% 

Revenue 3.2% 3.8% 3.9% 4.6% 7.2% 9.5% 7.9% 10.3% 
.. < · ... · 

Nonsubiect ERT: ., . 
·=: .. :.:.:: ·.:. ·;·_·· .. .· •. : < .·• .... ·• 

Import price -0.2% -0.1% -0.1% -0.0% -0.4% -0.3% -0.3% -0.2% 

Shipments (Quantity) -0.9% -1.2% -0.3% -0.5% -1.9% -2.7% -1.3% -1.9% 

Revenue -1.1% -1.3% -0.4% -0.5% -2.3% -3.0% -1.6% -2.1% 
. " '\' Total U.S. market effects: " 

Aaareaate orice -1.1% -1.2% -0.9% -1.1% -1.1% -1.2% -0.9% -1.1% 

Shioments Cauantity) 0.9% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 0.9% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 

Revenue -0.2% -0.2% 0.5% 0.6% -0.2% -0.2% 0.5% 0.6% 
I./···\/ .. · .... (······· / ... ;. ? .... ; .. 

; . ( <<· .. .. •· ; .. \ \ .. ·.·.· :· ..... .... · . ." 

U.S. shioments C$1 000) *** *** *** *** *** - *** *** 

Imports, Malaysia ($1,000) *** *** *** *** .... - *** *** 
Imports, nonsubject ($1,000) *** *** *** *** .... *** *** *** 

Total imports ($1,000) .... *** *** *** .... - *** *** 

U.S. consumption ($1,000) *** *** *** *** *** .... *** *** 

U.S. capacity utilization .... *** *** *** .... .... *** *** 

source: Estimated.by Comrnis~io'°' staff;.·· 
; 
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